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0„ .,pte.b.r 22, 1,78 8IA Ite. .563-810 flrbt beoa.A avallabl, to reaearcbora 
-boa It waa IboXadoO In tbe daily praaa reloaao of tb. «ooa. Salaat Coanlttaa on 
aa^slbatlona. Tba doouaent la an Intetnil aeenc, anaorandu. datod t'abruary 20 
nblob indlcatoa that an of tba date of tbla aeao 37 doouaenta .blob noro 

olflolally rooordod aa boln^ Includod In Oawald'a 201 file oould not actually 
be found in that file. ^ 

While any ndssin^ CIA docun,ents on the Oswald case :night potentially be import- 
ant. they would p^ticularly be so if they were p^-assassination material. The 
memo gives no direct indication of the dates of these missing. documents, although • 
n paragraph H there is perhaps the suggestion that it is post assassination 
-teri^ Paragraph ,1 states. .'The actual machine work of this type was begun in 
1963 . but a few items of previous dates were also recorded." 

' 12 """ ^n^isuing that 8 days prior to this memo, on Februa^v 

. 19 4 . Warren Commission General Counsel J. Lee Rankin wrote CIA Director John’ 
c one requesting the entire CIA ;^-assassination file on Oswald. It is also 
interesting that the 2/20/64 memo suggests that some sort of review of the Oswald 
s anticipated. The memo states that a machine listing of documents in Os- 
r wald s 201 file was requested by the recipient of this memo (name deleted), but 
oes not Indicate that a comparison between the machine listing and the documents 
y ound in the file was similarly requested. The fact that a comparison 
was made suggests that some sort of review of the file was going to be made. 

AS recently as 1977 the CIA had:, refused to release this memo to Bernard Fensterwal 
when he sued the CIA for material on the JFK assassination. In refusing to turn, 
over this document the CIA told U.S. District Judge John Sirica. 

as 0^20 Feb™ ^64? tS^^oS the state of the Oswald 201 file 

ulatlng is considerable and that a volume of documents accum- 

not yet been in it^ S which had been’ logged to the file had. 

of the file merelv f There is no discussion of the substance 

the file." (Document DisposlUon''Ldex.“Sgf 59)''"°^’'®'^ documents into 

Uo (^)(2) of the Freedom of Information Act 

which allows the withholding of m^tWlal if it is "related solely to the internal 




poruumioi ruluii and prucUcoi) ol un . (joncy." Now UiaL Uio docuinoriL huo boon ro- 
loaoed wo can aoo jui;t how iiilr.loadli'i; tho CIA'u documont doucrlptlon and oxomption 
claim was. 

The CIA *3 description of this d"Di ument to Jud^je Sirica may bo an accurate ex- 
planation of the underlying circumst^ces surrounding this memo, but it is not 
a fair representation of what it states. The documont does not‘*make clear'* that 
the volume of documents accumulating is considerable — since when is 3? documents 
considerable to a giant bureaucracy like the CIA? Tho documont does nof'mako clear" 
that a number of documents thit had been logged to the file had not yet been filed 
in it as of tho memo's date. The document gives no explanation about the discrepenc)^ 
between the recorded documents and those actually in tho file. Unally tho CIA's 
statement implies there is a discussion of tho "administrative workings involved 
in getting documents into the file." Yet there is nothing in this document that 
would fairly qualify as such a discussslon. 

Furthermore,^ the innocent explanation suggested by the CIA in the Fensterwald * 
case (i.e. that the CIA had'nt had time to actually place the documents logged to 
the file into the file) apparently did not fully satisfy the H.S.C.A. Otherwise 
this document would not have been used in the questioning of Helms. ( I am told 
I Helms gave a non-substantive response). 

If this document indicates the disappearance of pre-assassination Oswald 
material, it strongly suggests that the denial of this document to Bud was part 
of a continuing coverup. And even if the CIA's innocent explanation is essentially 
correct, this entire Incident suggests that the CIA is withholding material from 
researchers simply because it might give us the "wrong idea." 
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